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1. The Daedalus Trust hosted its second Research Café on Tuesday 28th February, 2012 at the Institute of Directors. The café was attended by twenty four members of Daedalus, SoL-UK and their guests, including the two introductory speakers, Dr Roland Zahn, Medical Research Council Clinician Scientist Fellow and Honorary Consultant Psychiatrist at the University of Manchester and Professor Guy Claxton from the Centre for Real World Learning at the University of Winchester.

2. In welcoming guests and introducing the Café, Dr Graham Robinson, of the Daedalus Trust’s Research Advisory Group, noted the hope and intention that the Cafe conversations would be more focussed than had been the case at the first Research Café held at Magdalen College, Oxford in October 2012 on the topic of hubris, with the aim of helping to clarify our understanding of its nature, origins and consequences.

3. Dr Roland Zahn spoke on the topic: “Variation in the neural architecture of moral motivation and knowledge – clues to the understanding of their disorders”. Dr Zahn proposed (following Frances Hutcheson) that Social Knowledge, involves, ‘knowing about socio-cultural norms and the needs of others’, while Moral Motivation is concerned with, ‘the ability to be motivated by socio-cultural norms or the needs of other people’. The question arises as to what it is that motivates us to behave morally? Modern psychology suggests that feelings, for example, of guilt, indignation, pride, gratitude, contempt etc. may be considered to be “Moral Emotions” or “Moral Sentiments” which may be tied either to social action in the specific context of a particular sequence of events (as for example, the guilt that one might experience, having not taken seriously a call from a relative stating that they are feeling unwell but who dies the following day), or to an abstract moral value, such as the idea of acting dishonestly towards a close friend.

Dr Zahn offered two case studies, “the singing lady” and “the patting lady”. Both of these cases suggested a neurological basis for an apparent decoupling of social knowledge and moral motivation. Both these patients displayed patterns of inappropriate social behaviour (kissing, singing and humming to people at work, or, patting men’s bottoms, saying, “I am just checking where your wallet was”). Tests developed on the basis of semi-structured interviews with these patients indicated that, while expressing normal levels of moral sentiments, they demonstrated an impaired ability to link such sentiments with associated social conceptual knowledge. This “decoupling” also appeared to be associated with damage (identified by fMRI scans) within specific areas of the brain (in these particular cases the damage was associated with dementia).

Further research appears to suggest that healthy people with high guilt proneness may be demonstrating evidence of strong brain coupling between areas of the brain responsible for moral motivation and those associated with social knowledge.Brain abnormalities are  observed in those with major depression in an area of the brain in which damage causes the loss of feelings of guilt or pity. Dr Zahn to hypothesised that  decoupling effects similar to those observed in the two case studies may be associated with some cases of remitted major depression.

Dr Zahn summarised as follows:

· Moral sentiments and knowledge of social concepts are both needed for moral behaviour and are partly separable within the brain.

· Specific parts of the brain are dedicated to moral (altruistic) motivations and moral behaviour is an intrinsic element of human nature and not solely a response to social constructs such as reward/punishment.

· Healthy moral sentiments (guilt) may suggest good communication (strong coupling) between specific areas of the brain

· Unhealthy moral sentiments (overgeneralised guilt) may suggest poor coupling/partial decoupling between these areas

This raises questions as to whether pride-selective brain decoupling as a sign of overgeneralization might play a role in hubristic pride (e.g. “I am politically successful, therefore I am superior to everybody else”)? We might ask how these findings could be used for new interventions to enhance moral motivations and/or decrease vulnerability to mental health problems – perhaps to include hubris syndrome.
4. Professor Guy Claxton offered a distinction between old and new views of intelligence. In the old view cool reason trumps emotion, impulse and intuition. The new view, in contrast, (as offered by Daniel Kahneman and others) suggests that intelligence might involve a number of interlocking and mutually-correcting modes or systems, operating at various levels; For example:

· Cope   – rapid response; neural prediction

· Mull     - contemplative, intuitive; ‘feeling of rightness’            

                   - default network’ connection with basic values

· Check  – analytical, evaluative; conscious deliberation

· Chat    -  discussion’ debate; public testing

Each of these alone is capable of error and/or misapplication. Intelligence (as opposed to stupidity) requires timing, prioritisation and integration of these systems (for example as is involved in the phases of creativity). 

Having offered a range of visual, verbal and numerical illustrations of these processes in action, Professor Claxton concluded that we can cope impulsively; mull excessively; check narrowly and chat opinionatedly. Such malfunctions may, at some level, be mitigated by the use of the other modes to check. Professor Claxton described how a “Feeling of Rightness“.is more valuable when checked by the Check and Chat Systems – by being submitted to longer, multifaceted scrutiny or by being held back while public and private appraisal takes place.

Drawing upon Roland Zahn’s metaphor, Professor Claxton suggested that our education system may assist or encourage an overemphasis on aspects of these self-regulating systems, thus cleverness may become ‘decoupled’ from competence.

In the presence of Hubris Syndrome the Feeling of Rightness self-strengthens, unchecked:

· There is a cumulative inhibition of neurological switching between mechanisms (caused by age; stress; power?)

· Self-checking fails to occur

· Becoming stuck in one mode (cope, mull, check, chat)

At the same time, the Feeling of Rightness may become over-generalised, no longer being attached to particular intuitions, but becomes construed as a trait of the actor: infallibility

· ‘Not it feels right’ but ‘I feel right’

The check system becomes misapplied and misappropriated. Argument ceases to critique the Feeling of Rightness, it justifies it. The check system is recruited to protect the Feeling of Rightness.

In cases of hubris, leadership becomes isolated the Chat system is also abused. Instead of being tested in debate, public discussion is pre-orchestrated by ‘Yes’ people. Dissenters are seen as disloyal: ridiculed, sacked or sidelined (e.g. ‘Wets’; RBS); dossiers are ‘sexed up’; evidence massaged or rigged. Ultimately unbridled Feelings of Rightness justifies Machiavellianism.

While some followers may be drawn to Messianic leadership on account of, perhaps, religious fervour or a relatively lower level of education, others are repelled by it. As a consequence, Feelings of Rightness may be concealed beneath a cloak of humility, or by taking the form of a projection of an external agency as in – ‘I am a humble servant just doing God’s work’. Such humility and hubris often co-exist.

Counterbalances or solutions to these damaging processes might be social or neuropsychological. 

· Social solutions might involve the conscious development of institutionalised checks and balances; the involvement of independent mentors or arbiters (with teeth) or the compulsory re-introduction of the role of the Fool. 

· Neuropsychological solutions might involve the regular testing of dorsolateral pre-frontal cortical functioning or the provision of acetylcholine/catecholamine boosts.

5. Round Table Café Discussions around four tables followed the presentations and are summarised below. Each table has been labelled for convenience.

Table A: 

Content of the discussion

Is hubris a feature exclusively of hierarchical organisations, or does it also occur in the more network-like social structures that are beginning to characterize modern societies?  Is it the case that hubris is a feature of a political and economic system that is beginning to be replaced by a more ‘interactive’ one?  

How widely applicable is the term ‘hubris’?  Is precocious talent leading to the desire to write a scientific paper at the age of 17 ‘hubristic’ or simply ‘ambition’?  Is ambition a positive side of hubris? Perhaps calling someone hubristic is no more than a retrospective assessment of a common pattern of behaviour that gives rise to bad rather than good outcomes?  If it goes well, perhaps we call exactly the same phenomenon ‘ambition’ or ‘self-confidence’? 

Against this view, it was pointed out that the Hubris syndrome is defined in terms of a core set of behavioural features (such as change in someone’s attention to detail) which could conceivably have good or bad outcomes, but should under a strict definition be defined as hubristic regardless of the outcomes that they lead to. 

What is the role of the attitudes that are inculcated at some schools – e.g. extreme self-confidence – in the vulnerability to hubris in later life?  How does this work? Might individual competitiveness extinguish or dilute the competitiveness of a team?  What is the difference between this and, say, the natural tendency of a parent to encourage, praise, and privilege its child?   Does the early experience of this kind of environment have any effect on later life and if so what?  Might precocious success interrupted by a single (even small) failure by an able person create some form of catastrophic personality change?    

Research questions:

1) Considered as a psychological phenomenon, Hubris appears to belong in the taxonomy of motivations. The literature on this subject identifies at least three dimensions, including: External vs. internal attribution, controllability, and global vs. specific.  A review of Hubris in the light of this literature would be useful.  

2) A longitudinal cohort study comparing different types of early educational influence on indicators of performance in later life.
Table B:

Content of the discussion

Several strands of conversation developed as follows:

· Differences in social norms in different societies and cultures. British quite proud of their inability to cooperate!

· Hubristic origins in basic human tendencies – we want to latch ourselves onto clear, confident people who makes us think ‘yes, that’s how it is’. We should not be focusing on the one hubristic person but on the group’s behavior, social interaction and total context that allows them to be this way. People conform to immoral actions (e.g. Thatcher ordering the sinking of the Belgrano). The consequences to individuals of challenging power. There is pressure on leaders and followers to behave in certain ways

· Participative management. Albert Dzur – if you are a democratic leader you open up the discussion and different ways of behaving.

· The ‘argument’ culture: Women speak in a different, relational way that opens up possibilities and alternatives. Can be perceived as weak and indecisive. 

· Society’s perception of what good leadership is part of the problem. There is a tension between what a leader is supposed to be able to do and the reality. The interests of  both leaders and followers might be served by maintaining the myth of the heroic leader.

· Not taking responsibility is a form of corruption

· Debate versus dialogue.  In debate people tend to talk on behalf of others and talk about principles. In dialogue people talk in specific and concrete ways about their own experience. John Shotter talked about his experience in Boston USA of ‘The Public Conversation’ that took place over several years between pro-life and pro-choice groups. Apparently the website has useful descriptions and distinctions of debate versus dialogue. ‘The violence of people’s rhetoric subsided’. They didn’t change their views but they respected the others’ views.

· Proper dialogue is discovery and listening not position-taking. ‘Deliberative democracy’ – careful thinking and checking others’ viewpoints (Guy’s ‘chat’). There is a substantial body of research that refinement of views can happen in dialogue.

· Normally you cannot remember the points made in a public debate but you can often remember people’s stories where they are describing their real, lived experiences. Debate is knocking down, dialogue is building. However active, responsive listening does not always occur in dialogue. Often we talk in order to listen to the answer we get, Utterances that are made in order to win someone over vs. utterances oriented towards mutual understanding. Shift from message making (very common in the corporate world) to joint sense making. People speaking together without rank and oriented to mutual understanding.

· Someone came up the idea of everyone around the table telling a story of how they had dealt with a selfish person and what they had done to make him listen. Sharing our stories could give us useful insight that that we can put into practice. 

· Distinction between the public self and the private self. (Book: Richard Sennet – ‘Together’). We are not practiced these days in being public. The comment ws made that students are more used to private discussion rather than bringing themselves into the public realm.

Research questions:

· What is the connection between hubris and loss of integrity

· How does the quality of conversation guard against the negative aspects of hubris?

· Can we agree on a set of indicators for hubris syndrome?

We thought that we need to develop some detailed case studies – longitudinal case histories - of people who have or have not suffered from hubris syndrome.
Table C:

Content of the discussion1
Definition/Diagnosis of hubristic leadership: The group liked the definition of hubristic leadership supplied by the Daedalus Research Advisory Group. A question which arose was is there a scale for Hubristic Leadership – can you have a little hubristic leadership, or a lot- or is it simply present or absent? 
Research questions:

1. Longitudinal Biographical research: to explore the existence, or otherwise in hubristic leaders, of common patterns of experience, personality or behavioral habits etc. such as :

· Specific patterns of childhood experience? E.g. learned ethical codes such as self-criticism

· Specific habits such as effective listening to colleagues’ (many leaders only talk), making space for self-talk (perhaps linked to experience of meditation, mentoring?) and/or self-criticism.  

· The acquisition of belief that respect is owed, not earned (i.e. confusing the leader’s chair with its occupant)?

· Specific personality features e.g. Type A narcissism, poor tolerance of ambiguity?

· Certain sorts of career patterns? 

· Experiencing a senior leadership role as highly socially stressful.  People are perceived as having been propelled into leadership positions (seen as having little choice but to accept them). The stress of social isolation was seen as especially relevant (relating to e.g. long working hours, colleagues can no longer be trusted with share-price sensitive data, heavy personal responsibility for results, pressure to create a public narrative inconsistent with private sentiment). 

· Might hubristic leadership be understood as an adaption to chronic social stress – for example the creation of a wall around oneself to protect one from the (biological?) effects of intolerable social stress? 

· Alternatively might it be understood as a result of a stress-induced reduction in resistance to the temptation to abuse their power?

2. A Comparative in-depth Study of a small number of Contrasting Organisations:

 We heard how the unique history, and circumstances of one organisation, Royal Dutch Shell, led its leaders to become intolerant of hubristic leaders. The need to pay attention to limiting the sources of individuals’ power was reproduced over time through by a number of organisational rules and habits including:  

·  a universal insistence on decision-making by consensus (voting not allowed) 

· limiting of individuals’ power to take the final decision, to make appointments singlehandedly (? denying them the power of patronage? Deb)

· rotating high potential leaders through head office desk jobs as well as high prestige overseas postings. 

· Dependence on other team members may have led to observation of, and adjustment for, co-workers’ strengths and weaknesses. Leaders may be unaware of such beyond-consciousness processes underlying higher team performance and faster decision-making.

The group felt a comparison between such a large, well-established organisation like Shell and, say, a young, fast-growing IT organisation with a predominance of young and inter-organisationally mobile leaders might yield interesting findings in relation to the sociogenesis of hubristic leadership. 

 It was also suggested that the Roman Catholic Church might also prove an interesting comparator because it may have proved itself able to make better (less hubristic?) leadership appointments than, say,  UK governments.  
3. A Comparison between different kinds of organisations, industries, corporate cultures in different   sectors, such as business, health, and academia might enable the easier identification of institutional factors which are more closely associated with the absence of hubristic leadership. Some possible factors to examine could  include :

· the nature, existence of employer preparation for leadership appointment, professional socialisation

· informal collective scrutiny by  peers (e.g. through informal social networks)

· enduring corporate standards of competence and behaviour. 

· corporate identities 

· respect for whistleblowers

· making leadership decision-making transparent, 

· scrutinising leadership decision-making in the public domain 

· a scepticism about ability of democratic decision-making processes reliant on voting (rather than democratic consensus) to protect communities from hubristic leaders (Habermas’ critique of modern democratic systems was mentioned, as were systems of accountability that are used to evade personal responsibility for the decisions made by leaders –‘mistakes were made, but not by me’).  

1These notes are aimed at providing a synthesis of the group’s discussion to assist the Research Group in pinpointing potentially fruitful research directions. No attempt has been made to reproduce or to summarise individual contributions to the complex, many stranded conversation that took place around the table.
Table D:

Content of the discussion

The Cleveland child abuse case was raised in which the diagnosis of child abuse was apparently justified on the basis that abuse had happened because, "I say so". 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cleveland_child_abuse_scandal

Roland Zhan spoke of 'Overgeneralization' - i.e. feeling guilty for 'everything' or proud of 'everything' and that this correlates neurologically with the 'decoupling' that he had talked about in his presentation. However, we need to be careful about projecting Socratic/Platonic concepts onto the way the brain functions; there may not be a 'separate' executive function - it may be more 'networked' and 'distributed' than such a projection would seem to imply
In the case of 'Hogan and Hogan', people are recruited/selected for their high-performing behaviours that can become dysfunctional at a later point at which a 'derailer' comes along.

The question was raised as to whether there might be disconnected bodies of knowledge that already exist that Daedalus could bring together? For example, it was proposed that Daedalus might look at the nature of ‘hubristic’ versus ‘visionary’ leadership. We could look at the epidemiology (where does hubris occur?). These could possibly provide the basis for two separate PhD projects.

Research questions:

Roland Zahn commented that he has the data from the MRI scans made while conducting the Pride research to which he had made reference in his position and would be happy to make the data available to a researcher.

It was suggested that it would be good to encourage interdisciplinary PhD research.
Phenomenological research could be undertaken by capturing the experiences of leader subjects as they occur moment by moment throughout the day. 

Another possible area for research could be for research into the occurrence of hubris in dyadic CEO's - where a CEO role is shared by two people: do they end up being mutually hubristic?
Another area of research could be to investigate what causes decoupling and what causes derailing and are they aspects of the same phenomenon?

6. End of Café Feedback: Findings from 12 returned feedback forms (see appendix for raw data summary)
1. There was consensus that participants felt they had gained significantly increased awareness of others’ concerns about hubristic leadership was apparent.

2. A third of respondents reported radical re-interpretations of their existing understanding of the possible biological factors associated with hubristic behaviour. 

3. Around half of respondents reported increased awareness of the ways on which hubristic behaviour may be sustained by institutional behaviours and cultural values.

4. A significant number reported they had learned little new about the prevalence of hubristic leadership, its dangers, or practical measures how to prevent it. 

Narrative Comments

To what extent (if at all) has our Cafe deepened your interest in the subject of hubristic leadership?  The small number of responses to this question affirmed participants’ pre-existing interest in hubristic leadership.
The hormonal and neurological points struck a chord 

In which direction(s) should Daedalus focus its research to bring most benefit wider society? 
‘Define the most salient questions’

Set up and complete’ 2-3 specific research projects’ 

Ask: When can it be good?’  

PREVENTION: ‘Focus on practical lessons for prevention of selected behaviours progressing to hubristic problems’, ‘picking up noticeable tendencies in leaders ahead of time’

COUNTERMEASURES: ‘Intuition, dialogue, co-operation’ ‘collaborative programmes’ which prevent ‘waste of relational resources’ within institutional settings. 

MULTI-DISCIPLINARY RESEARCH (not just neuroscience)/ Collaborative programmes: e.g. Human Spirit (cf Claxton, Zen etc)

Surprises in the data - initial thoughts, tentative conclusions: 
1. The Research Café appeared to have been valued by all participants. Even those who are very concerned about hubris are surprised that others share their concerns. The biological data is  fresh and is upending people’s understandings of hubris. 

2. Despite the two introductory presentations having not having emphasised institutional, social, cultural antecedents, around half of respondents reported increases in their understanding of these (presumably as a result of the opportunity to explore these issues in the small group discussions).  

3. Putting all the data together  participants’ feedback might indicate that there is space for Daedalus to bring benefit to wider society by supporting two different  kinds of research: 

· Multi-disciplinary academic research projects - aiming to identify the most important foreseeable and preventable biological and social pre-cursors of hubristic leadership behaviour in a single individual with view to identifying practical courses of action which institutions can implement to reduce the future incidence of hubris within their leadership population.  
· Social research projects (countermeasures).  Aimed at improving  peoples’ collective awareness of the extent of other people’s concerns about hubristic leadership and increasing collective social learning (cf. Claxton’s chat/social checking system) about the biological, institutional, social and cultural factors which tend to sustain or curb hubristic leadership (over-reliance on unchecked individual decision-making). Based on the discovery that  people are currently unaware of each others’ deep concerns about this social problem (even participants seemed unaware) and that hubristic leadership that currently exists cannot be curbed unless institutional members act collectively to express their disapproval.   It should focus on both the transmission of new biological and social research and the collective discussion of its practical and local implications by members of a particular institution.  
Appendix: 

Responses to the Question: To what extent has participation in this Daedalus Research Café increased your awareness of* …..

	The distribution of responses and the mean have been added in red.

* please indicate increased awareness on a scale of 0-10 where O is no increase and 10 represents a radical re-interpretation of existing knowledge



	the prevalence of hubristic leadership?                                                      Mean =4.4                                                
	0-1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10

1 1 1 1 2  1  2  2 1



	dangers to institutional resilience posed by hubristic leadership? Mean =4.5
	0-1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10

    3     1 1  2 1 4



	others’ concerns about hubris and the consequences of hubristic leadership

                                                                                                             Mean = 7.1 
	0-1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10

                1 1  1 4 3  2



	ways in which hubristic behaviour may stem from biological (neurological, hormonal, psychological, etc.) factors?                                                   Mean= 6.9

	0-1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10

        1 2          2 2     1  4



	ways in which formal or informal social structures may reward hubristic leadership (e.g. ‘remuneration structures, crony capitalism, patronage/corruption, ‘sycophantic’ advisors?)                                Mean =5.8
	0-1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10

            2 1  3 2 1  2  1



	ways in which cultural values (e.g. assumptions about learning and  knowledge, individual autonomy, secular  materialism) might encourage a pre-disposition to accept  hubristic leadership and its consequences                  Mean = 4.8
	0-1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10

    1 2  2 1 1  1 1 2  1



	practical ways in organisational hubris may be prevented               Mean = 5.2 
	0-1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10

1 1      1     2 1 2  3
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